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Abstract:  
Manufactured housing is a promising mechanism to expand the benefits of 
homeownership more broadly. There is some evidence that manufactured homes on 
independently-owned land appreciate in value at rates similar to that of site-built 
homes. This study exams the issue by identifying factors correlated with the 
appreciation rate of manufactured housing units in New Hampshire, where titling and 
zoning laws are supportive of the housing type. The study finds that the use of 
mortgage financing, rather than the ownership of land, is predictive of a higher 
appreciation rate. This study also finds that investor activity in the manufactured 
housing market is correlated with higher appreciation rates. Finally, the study suggests 
implications for policy and future research with a lens on protecting and expanding 
manufactured homeownership benefits in New Hampshire and beyond.    
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Introduction 
Across the nation there is a housing crisis. It stems from stagnating wages and 
increasing housing costs, and as a result, the homeownership rate is declining (Lowrey, 
2020). But manufactured housing may play a role in alleviating the problem. It is 
increasingly looked at by advocates, academics, and even federal agencies as a source of 
affordable housing and a sound homeownership investment.  
 
Recent manufactured housing research has studied the housing type from a number of 
different angles: its potential to address the need for affordable housing; the regulatory 
environment and land-use controls that restrict its placement in municipalities; the 
design and quality of units; the affordability and performance of units under various 
tenure scenarios, and more. These studies broaden the knowledge and awareness of the 
housing type, help inform consumers about purchasing and financing, test assumptions 
and stereotypes associated with the housing type, and seek a better understanding of 
community development opportunities. Collectively, these studies have argued that 
manufactured housing is a sound investment for a homeowner if the unit is attached to 
independently-owned land, rather than sited on a leased-lot.  
 
This report suggests that it is not necessarily land that allows these units to appreciate 
in the market, but rather the regulatory environment which governs the housing type. 
In analyzing manufactured housing data from New Hampshire, a state heralded for its 
history of supportive legislation for the housing type, this study finds that one of the 
biggest indicators of market performance for manufactured homes is the availability 
and use of mortgage financing. In many states, only a unit owned together with the 
land underneath it can be titled as real property and thus can be eligible for a 
conventional mortgage. But in New Hampshire, all units regardless of their land-
ownership status are titled as real estate. Here, the use of mortgage financing proved to 
be a statistically significant influence on a unit’s rate of appreciation while land 
ownership did not. It appears that access to mortgage financing, elsewhere entitled to 
homeowners through their ownership of land, are simply a by-right benefit of any 
manufactured housing unit in New Hampshire. In New Hampshire, it seems that the 
significance of land ownership is negated because all units are entitled access to 
conventional mortgage financing.  
 
The findings of this study encourage a shift in how we think about the appreciation and 
investment potential of manufactured housing. We can no longer rely on the 
assumption that land is the single, vital characteristic that allows manufactured housing 
units to appreciate. And, while the relationship between the regulatory environment, 
the manufactured housing market, and institutional lending is highly complex and 
beyond the scope of this study, the findings support further exploration of how policy 
context can enhance more widespread homeownership benefits for the manufactured 
housing type.  
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Background 
What is Manufactured Housing? 
A manufactured home, the contemporary variant of the “mobile home,” is a factory-
built house (Apgar, 2002). It may be made up of a single or multiple units, often 
referred to as single-wide or double-wide, etc. Its construction in a warehouse affords it 
a number of efficiencies: economies of scale from bulk material purchases, standardized 
design and assembly-line construction, a controlled building environment devoid of 
weather delays, and streamlined inspections (Apgar, 2002). These construction 
efficiencies result in cost savings and the housing type’s affordability. The cost per 
square foot of construction of a manufactured housing unit is often cited as 50% of the 
cost of a site-built house (Durst, 2019). Even with added costs for transportation and 
installation, the housing type is at least 30% less expensive than traditional single-
family housing (Apgar, 2002). 
 
Each unit is built on a chassis, or frame with removable axle and wheels, that allows it 
to be transported to its home site. There, it is permanently fixed in one of a number of 
orientations: on a concrete slab, on piers, or onto a foundation with a crawl space or full 
basement. For a home composed of multiple sections, they are joined and sealed during 
installation. The home gets connected to utilities, and embellishments like skirting, 
stairs, porches, and carports are added. Despite the “mobile home” terminology, once 
installed, units very rarely get moved (Community Loan Fund, 2020).  
 
All manufactured housing units are built to strength, durability, fire resistance, and 
energy efficiency standards of the Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) Manufactured Home Construction and Safety Standards Act of 1974 (MHCSSA). 
The purpose of the Act was in part “to protect the safety and affordability of 
manufactured homes” and “to increase homeownership for all Americans” (MHCSSA, 
1976). The HUD code pre-empts local building codes, which allows manufacturers and 
homebuyers to avoid delays associated with local building inspection procedures 
(Apgar, 2002). The regulation is a complement to other residential building codes, 
establishing assured quality and safety for the housing type.   
 
Although manufactured homes’ construction and quality are standardized, their 
ownership and siting typologies are more complex. Manufactured homes may be 
rented or owner-occupied, as can the land they sit on. Resident tenures fall into four 
main categories: homeowners who own both the unit and the land, homeowners who 
own the unit but rent land from a mobile home park or landlord, renters that rent both 
the unit and the land, and homeowners who own the unit and have co-op stake in a 
resident-owned community (ROC). ROCs are manufactured housing communities in 
which each resident is a member of a cooperative that collectively owns and manages 
the land (Community Loan Fund, 2020). This structure protects residents from the 
volatility of mobile home park land rent and evictions. 
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The 1976 HUD code ensures that all manufactured home units are equivalent in quality, 
but a unit’s legal status can vary by place. Units are either titled as personal property or 
as real property. Legal status is determined by state regulation and sometimes depends 
on land ownership status, land-lease terms, or foundation type (CCC, 2020). This 
differentiation between personal property and real property status has implications for 
financing options, property taxation, and consumer protection. Units titled as real 
property are eligible for conventional mortgages, where as units titled as personal 
property are only eligible for personal property loans, sometimes referred to as 
“chattel” loans in the manufactured housing industry (CCC, 2020). Chattel loans have 
higher interest rates, less favorable terms, and little repossession protection for the 
homeowner compared to mortgages. Thus manufactured housing titled as a real 
property behaves as a slightly different asset than homes titled as personal property, 
despite all units meeting the same federal standards.  
 
An indicator of the housing type’s growing significance in the mainstream housing 
market was the incorporation of manufactured home data into the Federal Housing 
Finance Agency’s (FHFA) Home Price Index report (HPI) in 2018. The 2018 Q2 HPI 
report included an “experimental” manufactured housing price index intended to 
facilitate an understanding of market development and credit risks for the housing type 
(HFHA, 2018). It reported price trends from 1995 to 2018, but included caveats about 
the data’s sample size limitations and geographic disparities. The manufactured 
housing HPI will be updated more sporadically than the traditional HPI, but its 
establishment is none the less critical to the recognition and understanding of the 
housing type. 
 
Manufactured Housing in New Hampshire 
This study analyzes manufactured housing data from New Hampshire. As evidenced 
by its supportive statewide titling and zoning laws, New Hampshire has historically 
been a champion for manufactured housing rights. Since 1983, all manufactured 
housing units in the state have been titled as real estate per state statute NH Rev Stat § 
477:44 (Campbell, 2015). This legal status benefits buyers of new or previously-owned 
units with eligibility for mortgage financing “in the same manner and with the same 
formality as real estate” (NH Rev Stat § 477:44). This applies to all units, those on 
individually-owned lots as well as those sited on rented lots. As such, all manufactured 
home buyers are eligible for long- term, conventional financing. This also benefits 
sellers, who cite the absence of financing options as a hurdle to reselling their homes 
(NCLC, 2016).  
 
However, despite the legal eligibility of all units to attain mortgage financing, not all 
lenders offer mortgages for all types of units. For example, the Bank of New Hampshire 
and the New Hampshire Community Loan Fund only provide fixed-rate, long term 
mortgages for units sited on privately owned land or in resident-owned communities 
(ROCs). On the other hand, 21st Mortgage Corporation provides mortgage financing for 
manufactured homes in parks, on leased property, or on individually-owned land, 
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although it is unclear from online research if and how their loan terms vary based on an 
applicant’s land ownership status. The secondary mortgage market for manufactured 
homes is also active in New Hampshire, historically only for units with land. In 2017, in 
a collaboration with the NH Housing Finance Agency, Fannie Mae expanded its 
lending to include units in 10 select ROCs, and this program is expected to grow to 
more communities in the future (Dennis, 2017). There is currently no secondary 
mortgage market for units on leased land.  
 
New Hampshire also has a statewide anti-exclusionary law for the siting of 
manufactured housing. It states that municipalities may not completely exclude the 
housing type from their jurisdictions, and must allow manufactured housing to be 
located on individual lots “in most but not necessary all” residential districts, or “in 
manufactured housing parks and subdivisions created for the placement of 
manufactured housing on individually owned lots” in most but not necessarily all 
residential districts (NH Rev Stat § 674:32). In other words, municipalities must allow 
either individually-placed manufactured housing units or subdivisions for individually-
owned manufactured housing lots in the majority of their residential zoning districts. 
By contrast, many states completely exclude or severely confine placement of the 
housing type.  
 
Recognition of the supportive regulatory environment in New Hampshire is critical to 
understanding and interpreting the analysis results in this study. In addition, it is 
important to recognize the existing prevalence of the housing type as well as the 
opportunity to expand its impact in the future.   
 
Prevalence and Siting of Manufactured Housing in New Hampshire 
In New Hampshire, manufactured homes play a significant role in the affordable 
housing stock. There are approximately 36,000 manufactured homes in the state, 
accounting for about 5.6% of the total housing stock.1 They house over 58,500 residents, 
or about 4.5% of the state’s population.2 Comparatively, there were 22,500 federally 
subsidized housing units in New Hampshire in 2018 (CBPP, 2019). Of occupied 
manufactured housing units in NH, 85% are owner-occupied, and 15% are rented.3 This 
homeownership statistic does not differentiate between owned and leased land tenures, 
but using the US’s Northeast Region as a proxy for the state, approximately a third of 
units are on independently-owned land and the other two-thirds are in parks.4   
 
New Hampshire has 131 resident-owned communities, and counting (Community Loan 
Fund, 2020). There are approximately 160 additional investor-owned mobile home 
                                                        
1 American Community Survey, 5-year estimates 2013-2017, Table DP04. Retrieved from American FactFinder. 
2 American Community Survey, 5-year estimates 2013-2017, Table B25033. Retrieved from American FactFinder.  
3 American Community Survey, 5-year estimates 2013-2017, Table B25032. Retrieved from American FactFinder. 
4 US Census Bureau, Manufactured Housing Survey, 2014-2018. Selected Characteristics of New Manufactured 
Homes Sold and Placed.  
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parks around the state.5 In 2018, of the 4,000 new manufactured homes that were placed 
in the northeast region of the US, 70% were placed in communities.6 However, this 
regional data from the US Census Manufactured Housing Survey does not specify the 
land-ownership status of community-placed units, nor does it offer state specific 
placement statistics. Using the regional data as a proxy, one can infer that the majority 
of new units are placed in mobile home parks or subdivisions of independently-owned 
plots, and the minority are placed individually or among single-family homes. The 
concept of clustered verses scattered units is a significant distinction for social and 
financial implications, discussed in more detail later.  
 
In New Hampshire, where every municipality must allow manufactured housing in 
most residential areas, manufactured homes are placed in both rural and metropolitan 
counties. Manchester, New Hampshire’s largest city, is home to a ROC as well as a 
conventional mobile home park. As in most states, housing prices in New Hampshire 
are climbing, the market is tight, and supply is constrained (Lane, 2020). The housing 
type serves those in rural areas where income is generally lower as well as those in and 
around urban areas where conventional single-family homes are increasingly 
unaffordable.  
 
But there is still a huge shortage of affordable housing in New Hampshire. In 2017, 
68,794 (44.6%) renter households and 135,495 (36.4%) owner-occupied households spent 
more than 30% of their incomes on housing costs.7 And about 36,400 low-income 
households spend more than half of their income on rent, leaving little to spend on 
other necessities like food or health care (CBPP, 2019). Manufactured housing has the 
potential to help address this affordable housing shortage by acting as unsubsidized, 
naturally affordable housing. 
 
New Hampshire Community Loan Fund  
The New Hampshire Community Loan Fund recognizes the opportunity in the overlay 
of manufactured housing’s innate cost-efficiency, the state’s supportive regulatory 
environment, and the vast need for affordable housing. Established in 1983, the 
Community Loan Fund is a non-profit organization with a history of leadership in 
protecting the rights of and seizing opportunities for low- and moderate-income 
households. With a network of donors, investors, businesses, and governments, the 
organization supports families in becoming financially independent and attaining their 
basic needs, including affordable housing (Community Loan Fund, 2020).  
 
Community Loan Fund’s longest running program provides fixed-rate, long term 
mortgages to individuals purchasing new or pre-owned manufactured homes on 
                                                        
5 Homeland Infrastructure Foundation-Level Data (HIFLD). Mobile Home Parks database.  
6 US Census, Manufactured Housing Survey, 2018. Selected Characteristics of New Manufactured Homes 
Sold and Placed for Residential Use 
7 American Community Survey, 5-year estimates 2013-2017. Table B18002 and B10040. Retrieved from 
Social Explorer.  
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individually-owned land or in resident-owned communities (ROCs). With this service, 
the Community Loan Fund provides financing for homeowners that have historically 
been underserved by commercial banks. In addition, the Loan Fund provides financing 
for manufactured home additions or renovations. Though manufactured homes are 
significantly more affordable than stick-built housing, a lack of financing can still leave 
them unattainable for low- and moderate-income families. These conventional loans 
expand the opportunity for homeownership to those who would otherwise likely rent.  
 
In addition to its mortgage program, the Community Loan Fund has helped establish 
100 cooperatively-owned ROCs across New Hampshire, beginning in 1984. Cooperative 
ownership of a manufactured home community protects residents from the volatility of 
land-rent hikes that they might experience as residents of an investor-owned park. 
ROCs also eliminate the threat of eviction due to park closure. In addition, the ROC 
model helps streamline ground rent towards infrastructure maintenance or other 
community improvements, which may be delayed or neglected in for-profit mobile 
home parks. A study by Ward showed that residents pay less ground rent in 
cooperatively-owned parks than in investor-owned parks (Ward, 2006). The 
Community Loan Fund was instrumental in the enactment of 1988 state legislation that 
gives mobile home park residents a 60-day right of first refusal to purchase their park if 
it goes up for sale (Apgar, 2002). The Community Loan Fund provides technical 
assistance and management training to communities who purchase and run their park 
as a cooperative, to ensure their stability. To date, every ROC they have helped 
establish has successfully stayed in operation.  
 
Viability of Manufactured Housing as an Affordable Housing Option 
Manufactured housing’s affordability compared to other homeownership options is not 
debated. Past studies also show that manufactured housing is associated with lower 
monthly costs and higher neighborhood and structural quality compared to other low-
cost options such as conventional rental apartments.  
 
When comparing housing costs and affordability associated with multiple housing 
tenures, Durst and Sullivan found that manufactured housing ownership on 
individually-owned land was the most affordable housing option. The study used a 
nationwide dataset and found that conventional renting was the least affordable tenure 
option, costing an average of $1,000 per month or $1.10 psf per month, and that 
ownership of a manufactured housing unit and the land it’s on had the most affordable 
monthly cost at an average of $530 per month or $0.40 psf per month (Durst and 
Sullivan, 2019). Monthly cost of manufactured housing ownership with a land-lease and 
manufactured housing rentals both fell at about $700 per month or $0.70 psf per month.  
 
A comparison of monthly housing costs in New Hampshire by Prosperity Now yielded 
similar results. It showed that manufactured housing owners paid an average of about 
$800 per month while the average monthly housing cost for all renters was about $1,000 
(Prosperity Now, 2017). Though this analysis does not differentiate between 
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manufactured housing land tenancies or the type of rental units, it still demonstrates 
the relative affordability of manufactured housing ownership compared to other 
housing options for low- and moderate-income households.  
 
The Prosperity Now study also shared that in the state, 43% of the manufactured 
housing stock is affordable to households earning 50% or less than the local area 
median income (Prosperity Now, 2017). “Affordable” means that households spend less 
than 30% of their income on monthly housing costs. The state’s 131 resident-owned 
communities likely contribute to that statistic, by replacing potentially volatile land-rent 
with a stabilized co-op lot fee. A 2006 study comparing New Hampshire’s ROC 
communities to investor-owned mobile home parks found that ROC residents pay 4-7% 
less on average in ground rent (Ward, 2006). One of the benefits of manufactured 
housing ownership and ROCs is insulation from rent inflation. 
 
The quality of manufactured housing relative to other options is also a significant 
consideration in the assessment of the housing type as a viable source of affordable 
housing. Per the 1976 code, manufactured housing units are built to a single, national 
safety and energy standard ensuring their quality. And, in comparing their structural 
quality and durability to conventional owner-occupied housing, Boehm and 
Schlottmann found no difference in structural deterioration or maintenance needs 
between the two. They also found that the factors effecting quality over time were the 
same for both housing types (Boehm and Schlottmann, 2008). When compared to 
conventional rental units, the study ranked manufactured housing higher in 
neighborhood and structural quality than conventional rental units at a similar monthly 
price point. Interestingly, a study by Jewell for the Consumers Union, which assessed 
data from Bexar County, Texas, found that manufactured housing units in mobile home 
parks were in better condition than units on individually-owned land (Jewell, 2003).  
 
Manufactured housing ownership is also associated with longer tenures than rental 
housing which increases neighborhood stability, a proxy for neighborhood quality 
(Boehm and Schlottmann, 2008). Overall these findings indicate that manufactured 
housing is a relatively low-cost and high-quality source of housing which could play a 
central role in increasing the affordable housing stock.  
 
Viability of Manufactured Housing as a Wealth-building Asset  
Advocates, academics, and lenders seek a better understanding of whether or not, and 
under what conditions, manufactured housing units retain their value in the housing 
market. This has significant implications for positioning manufactured housing owners 
to reap the benefits of homeownership, namely equity-building. Some argue that it is 
only the land and not the structures themselves that appreciate. Research regarding the 
circumstances under which the housing type can be a wealth-building vehicle for its 
owner continues to develop. This study contributes to that body of work.  
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The existing literature about manufactured housing appreciation varies in geography, 
timeframe, procedure, and results. The most general study of manufactured housing 
appreciation comes from the Federal Housing Finance Agency (FHFA), who produced 
an experimental manufactured housing Housing Price Index (HPI) in 2018. FHFA used 
a national dataset with observations from 1995 to 2018 to calculate appreciation rates for 
manufactured housing units. The calculation only included data on units with 
mortgages underwritten by Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, which excludes units that 
were not titled as real estate as well as units on lease or cooperatively-owned lots 
(FHFA, 2018). Thus, it represents a small fraction of manufactured homes (Goodman et 
al, 2018). The results, when compared to the national HPI, suggested that manufactured 
homes appreciated at a rate similar to that of conventional single-family homes over the 
23-year period, 120% and 140% respectively (FHFA, 2018).  
 
Jewell and Boehm and Schlottmann conducted more nuanced studies. Their analyses 
used the American Housing Survey (AHS) national dataset and compared the 
difference in appreciation rates between manufactured homes on independently-owned 
land, manufactured homes on leased lots, and site-built, single-family homes. Jewell 
studied the relative appreciation rates over 4-year periods from 1985 to 1999 and Boehm 
and Schottmann studied the relative appreciation rates over both 2- and 4-year intervals 
from 1993-2001. The 4-year and 2-year intervals allowed the researchers to include 
manufactured housing units in their study that were not necessarily part of the AHS for 
the entire span of time examined by the study. Jewell also studied appreciation rates of 
manufactured housing units in three different counties in Texas in order to take a closer 
look at variation in appreciation among regionally similar units.  
 
The status of land ownership played a significant role in the results of these studies. 
Jewell reported a -1.5% appreciation rate for all manufactured units and a 4.5% average 
annual appreciation rate for site-built homes, whose value included the value of land 
(Jewell, 2003). Looking at just the subset of manufactured homes on individually-owned 
land, the average annual appreciation of the combined unit and land value rose to 4.0% 
and showed no statistical difference from the site-built homes’ appreciation rate. Boehm 
and Schlottmann’s study also discerned a bifurcation in appreciation around the 
ownership of land. In cases where the land is owned, they found that appreciation rates 
were similar to those of conventional homes. But they characterized units with land-
leases as “not an investment in any sense” and equated them to a “consumer durable” 
(Boehm and Schlottmann ,2008). However, they emphasized that owned units on land-
leased lots are still more affordable than conventional rentals and thus offer a better 
opportunity to save towards another investment. 
 
Jewell’s study, having both a national level analysis and a county level analysis, 
highlights the regional disparity that exists for manufactured housing market 
performance. In the national study, larger homes appreciated more than smaller ones, 
but on the county level smaller homes tended to perform better than larger ones. At the 
national level, the age of the unit was not significant, but at the county level older 
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homes were shown to appreciation less than newer ones. Regional discrepancies are 
likely a result of both the local regulatory environment and local preferences or norms. 
Thus, the performance of the housing type in one location cannot predict the 
performance of the housing type elsewhere. The challenge that many other regional 
studies have encountered is that as the target geography narrows, the sample size for 
analysis does, too. With a smaller number of units to study, it is difficult to find 
statistical significance in a specific attribute or factor (Rutherford, 1999). This surfaces as 
one of the greatest challenges and dilemmas of studying the appreciation of this 
housing type.  
 
Consistently throughout all of the literature, though, studies show that manufactured 
housing has a higher variation in the appreciation rates of units than site-built housing 
(Jewell, 2003). Even FHFA’s manufactured housing HPI, when compared to the national 
HPI, showed amplified quarter-to-quarter variation in appreciation. Boehm and 
Schottmann interpret a similar finding of high variability in the appreciation rates as an 
indication of the riskiness of the asset. Though they may appreciate on average, the 
volatility of appreciation rates among units makes an individual investment 
unpredictable and risky.  
 
Analysis of Manufactured Housing Unit Appreciation in New Hampshire 
The analysis in this report calculates average annual appreciation rates of manufactured 
housing units across New Hampshire. In his study, Jewell emphasized the importance 
of measuring a manufactured housing unit’s change in value against that of site-built 
housing, reckoning that homes can simultaneously appreciate and lose real dollar value 
(Jewell, 2003). However, in this study, the objective is to simply verify that 
manufactured housing offers an equity building opportunity. Therefore, here, the rate 
of appreciation for manufactured housing is considered in its own right against 
standard inflation rather than against the performance of site-built housing.8 
 
This study also looks at the factors that influence variation in appreciation rate among 
the manufactured housing units. Some homes, both manufactured and site-built, 
appreciate more than others (Jewell, 2003). As others have done in the past, this study 
investigates the factors that contribute to a unit’s appreciation rate, such as its size and 
age, in order to better understand the nuances of the manufactured housing market.  
 
Original dataset 
                                                        
8 Another reason to emphasis the comparison of manufactured housing to inflation rather than site-built housing 
is that the two housing types are generally considered to exist in segmented markets (Jewell, 2003). The supply 
and demand curves for the two housing types, which influence appreciation rate, do not necessarily function 
under the same market forces. For instance, their supplies are constrained in different ways. For one, 
manufactured homes can be transported and installed much faster than a new site-built home can be constructed. 
Their demand curves are also subject to different forces, namely distinct consumer submarkets. For these reasons, 
a comparison to site-built appreciation is left out of this study.  
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The data for this study was collected by The Warren Group, a regional real estate data 
company.9 The original dataset included an observation for each and every 
manufactured home sale for residential uses in the state of New Hampshire that 
occurred in FY 2013 through FY 2018 (7/1/2012-6/30/2018).  
 
In addition to sale date and price, the database included information about the units 
such as: the address, if the sale had financing and from what lender, if the sale included 
land and how much, home size (interior square feet), year the home was constructed, 
latitude and longitude coordinates, and more. Of the 10,418 total observations, 5,826 of 
them also had previous sale date and price data. This is the subset that could be used to 
analyze average annual appreciation rate for the housing units.  
 
Filtered dataset 
The subset of observations with repeat sales was filtered further in order to remove 
influence of the Great Recession on results. Removing all observations with sales that 
occurred prior to 2012 offers a clearer understanding of the recent trends in the 
manufactured housing market. A total of 2,416 observations had repeat sales data for 
which both sales occurred since 1/1/2012. A limitation of this filter is that ownership 
lasting more than 6.5 years is excluded from the analysis. The benefit is that the analysis 
hones in on perhaps more relevant post-recession trends. In the 2012-2018 period 
studied here, the economy showed relatively consistent growth, so overall appreciation 
of the units is predicted to be positive since all New Hampshire units are real estate and 
not personal property or durable goods. Future studies with more continuous data 
points per unit could look at appreciation rate over an entire business cycle to 
investigate the change in unit value at integral “ups” or “downs” in the market.  
 
The original dataset was also filtered to remove observations with quick ownership 
turnover. Some sales observations showed turnover in as little as one day and some of 
the quick turnover units experienced a +$200,000 price increase, which converts to a 
skyrocket high annual appreciation.10 These price jumps are unexplained but clearly do 
not reflect market forces. To eliminate this noise in the data, all units with turnover in 
under one year were filtered out of the dataset for analysis.11  
 
Finally, the data was filtered for multiple listings of the same home. Each observation 
represented two sales, a “recent sale” and a “previous sale.” A total of 91 addresses had 
multiple observations in the data set; six had three rows of observations, which 
included data for four distinct sales; and 85 had two rows of observations, which 
                                                        
9 The proprietary Warren Group data set was purchased and provided for this study by the Community Loan Fund.  
10 For example, a home in Lebanon, NH was listed with a selling price of $20,000 on 6/17/15 and a selling price of 
$250,000 on 7/6/15. That change is equivalent to a 22,000% annual appreciation rate.  
11 This subset of the data was removed for the purposes of this study, which is to understand the equity-building 
potential of manufactured housing homeownership. However, there is information in the sub-1-year repeat sales 
data worthy of exploring to better understand the actors, policies, or other circumstances that lead units to flip 
quickly, sometimes with very large price differences both positive and negative.   
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included data for three distinct sales. The sale history for these units was condensed 
into one observation in the filtered dataset, which captured the longest span of time of 
data available: the earliest previous sale date and price was paired with the latest recent 
sale date and price. Therefore, for these units, the average annual appreciation is based 
on the unit’s total change in value over its history of multiple transactions. The final 
filtered dataset consists of a single observation for each unique manufactured housing 
unit in New Hampshire which had two sales transactions occurring between 7/1/2012-
6/30/2018, with at least one year between sales. This filtration left a total of 1,476 
observations. 
 
Extrapolating additional variables 
A number of additional variables for each sales observation were extrapolated based on 
given attributes including average annual appreciation rate, age of unit at time of sale, 
urban/rural location, clustered/individual placement, location in a mobile home park, 
in a ROC, or on an individual site, and whether the buyer or the seller in the most 
recent sale was an investor. See Appendix A, Table A1 for details on how each variable 
was calculated.  
 
Analysis Methodology 
This analysis examined the average annual appreciation rate of all of the manufactured 
housing units that met the filtration criteria described above. Through a simple average, 
the study estimates an overall appreciation rate for the housing type. Then, to better 
understand what influences appreciation rate of manufactured housing units, 
regression analysis was used to test various attributes for their significance as 
influencing factors on average annual appreciation rate. The variables that proved 
predictive were then investigated to better understand their prevalence and the social 
framework that potentially nurtures their influence.  
 
Overall Average Annual Appreciation Rate Results  
The 1,476-unit dataset had an average annual appreciation rate of 21.3%, with rates for 
individual units ranging from -87% to 1613% (Appendix B, Figure B1). Despite efforts to 
filter out extreme numbers from quick turnover and the Great Recession, appreciation 
rate values in the dataset were still highly variable. In addition, the distribution of 
appreciation rates was highly skewed to the right, showing that most of the extreme 
values were strongly positive (Appendix B, Figure B3). The skewness is also evident in 
the comparison of the median appreciation rate of 8.8% to the much higher average of 
21.3%. Seventy-five percent of the observation showed positive appreciation, 23% had 
negative appreciation, and 2% had repeat sales at the same price, showing zero 
appreciation.  
 
Seeking a clearer view of “normal” manufactured housing performance without the 
noise of outliers, a subset of observations with the middle 95% of average annual 
appreciation rate values was examined. Excluding just 5% of the dataset, or 74 
observations, dropped the overall average annual appreciation rate to 15.2%, and 
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limited the range of rates to between -38% and 159% (Appendix B, Figure B2). This put 
the average and median much closer together, though the dataset was still very skewed 
(Appendix B, Figure B3). This study of the middle 95% of appreciation rates made the 
data a bit more normal, but it still showed that high variability rather than a handful of 
outliers is the challenge in understanding manufactured housing appreciation. In 
addition, comparing the distributions of appreciation rates between the different land 
orientations (on individually owned land, in a ROC, or in a park) showed similar 
variability and skewness between the groups (Appendix B, Figure B4). One type of 
land-ownership does not show more consistent appreciation than any others.  
 
Regression Results  
The regression analysis was intended to identify the characteristics of manufactured 
housing units that are predicative of appreciation rate. With average annual 
appreciation rate as the dependent variable, the following variables were tested as 
predictive factors:  whether or not the sale included land conveyance, whether or not 
the buyer used financing to purchase the unit for the recent sale, an urban verses rural 
setting, the age of the unit at time of recent sale, the number of months between the 
recent sale and previous sale, if the buyer for the recent sale was an LLC or corporation 
(interpreted as “investor”), if the seller for the recent sale was an LLC or corporation, 
the unit’s square footage, the value per square foot of the unit, the unit’s location in a 
park, co-op, or on privately owned land, whether or not the unit was clustered with 
other manufactured housing units, and what county the unit was in. 
 
The regression analysis suggested that the following factors influence appreciation 
rate12:  
• units sold by an LLC or corporation have higher appreciation rates; 
• units clustered with another manufactured housing unit have lower appreciation 
rates; 
• units purchased with financing in the recent sale are associated with higher 
appreciation;  
• a shorter timespan between sales is associated with higher appreciation. 
 
Overall, the regression had an R-squared value of 0.075 meaning that the tested 
variables explain 7.5% of the variance in the value of the average annual appreciation 
rate. This is quite low, but not entirely unexpected. High variance emerged as a theme 
in the literature review above, and the precedent study for this regression, by Jewell, 
had an R-squared value of 12%, not much higher than this study’s value (Jewell, 2003).  
 
In this regression, the attribute signifying that an investor was a seller showed the 
largest coefficient, or influence, on appreciation rate with a regression coefficient of 0.36 
                                                        
12 Though the regression was performed on the 1,476-unit dataset, only 1,443 observation contributed to the 
analysis. This is because a number of observations were missing data for year built or their year built data 
preceded their recorded sale date, resulting in a negative value for age of unit at time of sale.  
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(Appendix C, Figure C1). That means that a unit sold by an investor is expected to have 
an appreciation rate 36% higher than a unit sold by an individual. Clustering has the 
next largest influence with a coefficient of -0.33, meaning that a unit within 250’ of 
another manufactured housing unit is expected to experience an appreciation rate 33% 
lower than one that is more distant from other units. The use of financing for the most 
recent sale had a positive influence on appreciation rate since the previous sale. Finally, 
units with longer amounts of time between sales experience a lower annual 
appreciation than units that turnover more quickly, however the influence for this 
variable is quite small at 0.7%. Surprisingly, the conveyance of land does not appear as 
a significant factor in the regression despite precedent studies emphasizing the 
importance of land for the housing type. However, when the financing factor is 
excluded from the regression analysis, the land variable becomes a significant factor in 
the regression. This shows that these two variables are correlated. These significant 
regression variables as well as the relationship between land and financing is explored 
in detail below.  
 
The following sections look at some of these influencing factors in more detail.  
 
Investor Seller 
The binomial factor of whether or not the seller was an investor showed the biggest 
influence in the regression analysis. In the 1,476-unit dataset of repeat sales, 58 units, or 
3.9%, were sold by an investor and showed an average annual appreciation rate of 
64.5%, while the overall average for the dataset was 21.3% (Table 1). In addition, sale 
prices for these units were $25,848 above their tax assessed value on average, while the 
overall average for the dataset was a sale price $309 below tax assessed value. 
Interestingly, the average holding period for these investors was 29 months, only 7 
months shorter than the average for individual sellers. The investor holding period is 
likely artificially inflated because the dataset was filtered to exclude observation with 
less than one year between sales, but even so the over-two-year average holding period 
seen here is surprisingly long.   
 
To better understand how investors are acquiring manufactured housing properties, 
that same metrics were considered for investor buyers (Table 1). In the dataset, 
purchases made by investors were at a sale price $30,045 below tax assessed value, on 
average. These purchases still showed an 11% average annual appreciation over their 
previous sale price, implying that the individuals selling to investors still earned equity 
on their investment. But, upon closer look, only 11 of the 23 units purchased by 
investors in this dataset were sold to investors at prices higher than what an individual 
owner had previously paid. (Appendix B, Table B5). 
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Table 1:  Investor verses Individual Seller and Buyer 
Seller or buyer 
type 
Number 
of units 
Average annual 
appreciation 
rate 
Average sale 
price over tax 
assessed value 
Average 
months 
between sales 
Investor seller 58 64.5% $25,848  29 
Individual seller 1,418 19.6% ($1,379) 36 
Total  1,476 21.3% ($309) 36 
  
 
  
  
Investor buyer 23 11.3% ($30,045) 31 
Individual buyer 1,453 21.5% $162  36 
Total  1,476 21.3% ($309) 36 
 
One possible scenario that would explain these trends would involve investors who 
purchased somewhat deteriorated units, fixed them up, and resold them. If property 
assessment is relatively infrequent, then the tax assessed value may not reflect the unit’s 
state of degradation, causing market price to fall below tax assessed value. Following 
the same reasoning, once rehabilitated, units would likely sell for above the tax assessed 
value if the assessment had yet to reflect recent improvements. In addition, this scenario 
of rehabilitations by investors helps explain the longer holding periods between sales.   
 
This brings up the concern that the average annual appreciation rate in this calculation 
is artificially inflated because it is not corrected for home improvement expenses. What 
is being calculated as pure appreciation actually includes value-added from 
maintenance and renovation costs that have gone into the homes. A more accurate 
appreciation calculation would reduce the recent sale price by the cost of renovation 
that went into a home. A dataset that includes home improvement expenses would 
allow for the calculation of a more accurate appreciation rate. 
 
Investor activity has most commonly occurred for units on individual lots (Table 2). 
About 10% of the units in that dataset on individually-owned lots had recent sales by 
investors, while it was only 3% for units in mobile homes parks. The social and 
institutional structure of co-ops potentially insulates them this type of investor activity. 
Investors may focus their activity on units on independently-owned lots because those 
units have higher assessed values and sale prices, and investors can collect larger 
premiums on them (Table 3). On average, units on independently-owned land have 
higher tax assessed building values on both an outright and a per square foot basis.  
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Table 2:  Investor Sales by Unit’s Setting 
Seller type 
Sales on 
individual 
lots 
Sales in 
mobile home 
park 
Sales in co-
ops (ROCs) Total 
Investor seller 31 26 1 58 
Individual seller 294 876 249 1,418 
Total 325 902 250 1,476 
 
Table 3:  Attributes by Unit Location 
Unit location 
Numbe
r of 
units 
Average 
annual 
appreciation 
rate 
Average 
months 
between 
sales 
Average 
assessed 
building 
value 
Average 
tax 
assessed 
value PSF 
Co-ops 
(ROCs) 250 19.0% 41 $ 41,580 $ 36.47 
Park 901 17.6% 36 $ 45,016 $ 43.36 
Independent 
lot with land 325 33.6% 34 $ 66,732 $ 47.85 
Total 1,476 21.3% 36 $ 49,216 $ 43.11 
 
Financing 
In the regression, the use of mortgage financing to purchase a unit showed a significant 
positive relationship to the unit’s average annual appreciation rate since its previous 
sale. In this dataset, financing means that the buyer for the recent sale acquired a 
mortgage for a portion of the sale price. Since all manufactured housing units in New 
Hampshire are titled as real estate, financing is in the form of a mortgage rather than a 
chattel loan, as defined earlier. However, upon inquiry, some of the lenders listed in the 
dataset declined to answer questions about loan terms. Loan terms under the 
Community Loan Fund, which underwrote 58, or 12.5%, of the 464 loans in the dataset, 
share their loan terms on their website: they offer 5- to 30-year mortgages with a fixed 
interest rate of 8.875% (Community Loan Fund, 2020). 
 
On average, units purchased with financing during their recent sale had experienced a 
34.4% average annual appreciation rate since their previous purchase, well above the 
21.3% average for all units (Table 5). The financing is an indicator that the unit had 
appreciated, not necessarily that it will in the future.13 This attribute also showed 
correlation with the land conveyance variable, effectively canceling out its significance. 
The correlation is such that 71% of units in the dataset were either marked as having 
both land conveyance and financing for purchase, or neither land nor financing.  
                                                        
13 The financing factor is associated with the recent sale. Thus, its significance indicates that a unit had appreciated 
between the previous sale and the resale, based on the availability and use of a mortgage. The dataset does not 
include data needed to analyze if the financed purchase will outperform a non-finance purchase in the future.  
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Such overlap and the land variable’s change from significant to non-significant 
warranted an investigation into the potential collinearity of the two variables. A 
perfectly linear relationship between the two variables makes it hard to distinguish the 
unique influence of either factor in the regression analysis, and their standard errors 
become inflated. Here, however, the variable inflation factor (VIF) test showed that this 
is not the case, and that the regression analysis determined the unique influence of both 
factors (Appendix C, Figure C2). The fact that land became insignificant suggests that 
the financing factor is mediating the land factor. In other words, land ownership’s 
relationship with appreciation rate is through financing. This concept is perhaps more 
clearly understood by recognizing that of the units sold with land, 55% were purchased 
with mortgage financing while only 25% of units without land were purchased with 
mortgage financing in their most recent sale.  
 
Table 4 sorts the observations in the dataset by just the financing and land attributes. 
Units that are both financed and on independently-owned land show the highest 
annual appreciation rate at 48.4%. Mortgage financing for units with no land, either in a 
ROC or a park, are associated with average annual appreciation rates of about 26%, 
slightly above the average for the entire dataset. Units without financing for all land 
orientations show below average rates of appreciation. The near-equal appreciation rate 
of non-financed units among all land orientations helps explain why the financing 
variable is the significant predicting variable of the two, and land conveyance is not. 
 
Table 4:  Presence of Mortgage Financing by Land Orientation   
Land 
Orientation 
Number of 
units 
Average annual appreciation rate 
Mortgage financing  464 34.4%  
With land  178 48.4%  
No land - ROC 79 26.3%  
No land - park  207 25.5% 
No mortgage 
financing  
1,012 15.3% 
 
With land  147 15.7%  
No land - ROC 171 15.6%  
No land - park  694 15.2% 
Total  1,476 21.30% 
 
Whether or not a buyer uses mortgage financing to purchase a unit appears to be 
correlated to the unit’s market value. Table 5 shows that, on average, units purchased 
with financing sell at approximately $3,800 above tax assessed value, while units 
purchased without financing sell at $2,000 below tax assessed value. The holding 
periods for both groups is almost the same, indicating that any lag in updating home 
assessed value would impact both groups equally, so this differentiation is more likely a 
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function of sale price than assessed value. In Rutherford’s regression analysis, he found 
that cash sales devalue sale price for both manufactured homes, by 10%, and site-built 
homes, by 24% (Rutherford, 1999). So, it is reasonable to suggest that the availability 
and use of mortgage financing positively impacts a unit’s sale price. As stated earlier, 
manufactured home owners cite the absence of financing options as a hurdle to 
reselling their homes (NCLC, 2016). With buyers that have access to financing, and 
therefore heightened purchasing power, sellers are empowered to price their homes at 
market value. 
 
Table 5:  Mortgage Financing and Sale Price Premium over Tax Assessed Value 
Financing Number 
of units 
Average annual 
appreciation 
rate 
Average sale price 
over tax assessed 
value 
Average months 
between sales 
Yes 464 34.4% $ 3,786 36 
No 1,012 15.3% $ (2,187) 37 
Total  1,476 21.3% $ (309) 36 
 
The financing variable may be capturing other variables that are indicators of a unit’s 
appreciation. It may be the process of financing itself, which often includes a bank 
appraisal of the home, that helps set market value and sale price expectations for the 
seller. In addition, financing may capture additional factors about the purchasing 
transaction not represented in the dataset studied here. For example, a study by UNC’s 
Center for Community Capital suggests that the choice to finance differs by 
demographic groups, and is dependent on variables including credit score, land 
ownership, age of unit, and more (CCC, 2020). So, it is likely that it is not simply the use 
of financing that increases the appreciation rate and saver sales price over tax assessed 
value for these units, but also related characteristics about buyer profiles and/or 
preferences.  
 
Clustering 
Units identified as clustered with other manufactured housing units showed lower 
appreciation rates than non-clustered units. Clustered units on independently-owned 
land performed slightly better than units in co-ops or parks, but still appreciated 
significantly less than units with more distance from other manufactured housing units 
(Table 6). This is consistent with previous studies, which found that clustered units, 
even those on independently-owned land, did not appreciate as much as those 
surrounded by site-built homes (Jewell, 2003). 
 
Table 6:  Clustering and Average Annual Appreciation Rate 
Cluster Type Number of units 
Average 
annual 
appreciation 
Clustered, in a ROC 250 19.0% 
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Clustered, in a park  900 17.6% 
Clustered, on independently-owned 
land 294 29.5% 
Non-Clustered 32 70.8% 
Total  1,476 21.3% 
 
From the data, it is unclear what is driving the higher appreciation rate of non-
clustered units. One potential explanation is that these units are on very large parcels of 
land which are appreciating. In addition, issues with the precision of the QGIS 
mapping using latitude and longitude coordinates overestimates that number of 
clustered units, and a more precise model would likely reduce the difference in 
appreciation rate between clustered and non-clustered units.14 
 
Discussion  
The findings above describe the influence and trends of factors that impact 
manufactured housing appreciation rate in New Hampshire: investor buyers, purchaser 
financing, and the clustered orientation of the housing type. Interestingly, these factors 
are primarily driven by the regulatory environment rather than the physical structure of 
the units themselves. For example, the state’s regulation that all units be treated as real 
property supports the availability of mortgage financing for all units. Also, the 
clustered orientation of the units is related to zoning regulations. This association 
between significant appreciation factors and regulation provides a basis for suggesting 
that, in New Hampshire, the regulatory environment influences the rate of 
manufactured housing appreciation, and that recommendations to support the 
manufactured housing market and homeownership investment should be policy 
focused. This is in contrast to the conclusions from previous studies, which suggest that 
land ownership is the predominant factor for strong manufactured housing 
appreciation. In those studies, recommendations focus on the physical attributes of 
units that manufactured home buyers should prioritize in order to protect their 
investment.  
 
The data suggests that investors are the biggest beneficiaries of manufactured housing 
appreciation, though there is reason to believe that the rate associated with their sales is 
inflated by unspecified renovation expenses. Investors buy units at prices below their 
tax assessed value and sell above it. It is likely, given the relatively lengthy holding 
period and dramatic appreciation rate at resale, that the investors upgrade the unit 
between sales. In general, the private market’s involvement in upgrading these units is 
positive as it helps maintain good living conditions for residents and their communities. 
It helps quell the occurrence of abandoned, deteriorated units that perpetuate a 
                                                        
14 Some clustered/non-clustered labeling errors were found in the QGIS model after geolocating the observations. 
Some were manually corrected. However, the scale of the dataset prevented a complete comb-through for this 
error. All errors that were found and corrected were for observations labeled “clustered” that should have been 
labeled “non-clustered.” 
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stereotype. As a caveat, the extent of renovations is unclear, as is the process for 
inspecting their quality. The HUD code preempts local building inspection regulations 
when units are placed, but a preliminary internet search did not yield an explanation of 
how manufactured housing renovations are treated in terms of local permitting and 
inspections. Further study on the nature of renovations and an inspection process 
would help illuminate the benefit of these upgrades and if their quality is regulated by a 
code, both of which have implications for the safety and investment of the future 
homeowners. 
 
The availability and use of financing also stands out as a key indicator of high-
performing manufactured housing. For this dataset, financing takes precedent over 
land ownership, which has been the key factor for highest appreciation in other studies. 
Lending benefits both the buyer, through higher purchasing power, and the seller, who 
can attain market rate value for the home. The Community Loan Fund has been offering 
30-year, fixed-rate loans to units in ROCs and on independently-owned land since 2002. 
But in the last few years the percent of units sold with financing (from any lender) has 
increased from about 25% to about 35%, probably partly due to Fannie Mae’s decision 
to expand their mortgage lending to units in ROCs in 2017 (Dennis, 2017), (Figure 7). 
Given the importance of financing, achieving even higher lending rates and mortgage 
opportunities would benefit even more homeowners.  
 
Table 7:  Units with Financing, from the Unfiltered Dataset 
Year Total units sold 
Units sold 
with 
financing 
Percent of units sold 
with financing 
2013 1,255 302 24.1% 
2014 2,224 594 26.7% 
2015 1,858 457 24.6% 
2016 1,787 399 22.3% 
2017 1,707 538 31.5% 
   201815 1,587 556 35.0% 
Total 10,418 2846 27.3% 
 
In New Hampshire, manufactured housing units are uniformly titled as real estate, 
securing the baseline qualification for mortgage financing. However, lenders like Fannie 
Mae and the Community Loan Fund only finance units on independently-owned land 
or in ROCs. While this rule protects the lender from default of homeowners that 
experience sudden eviction or park closure, it excludes about a third of manufactured 
housing owners from the benefits of mortgages. Only 25% of the units sold without 
land were purchased with financing. Accordingly, the Community Loan Fund is 
                                                        
15 The 2018 data only includes sales from 1/1/18-6/30/18 because it is subject to the fiscal year cutoff.  
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already actively addressing this challenge by helping to convert more investor-owned 
parks to ROCs.  
 
Interestingly, manufactured housing sales volume did not increase with the availability 
of additional lending in 2017. This indicates that the additional availability of credit did 
not translate to a significant change in the rate of new affordable housing supply. This 
may be associated with a lack of messaging or education about financing opportunities 
among potential homeowners. Further investigation should be conducted into why a 
higher percentage of manufactured home sales are not financed: Is it by choice? By not 
qualifying? Because of a lack of knowledge of available financing opportunities? Only 
with a clearer understanding of the homebuyer’s experience can appropriate changes be 
made to expand the use and benefit of financing.   
 
Finally, the orientation of manufactured housing units in clustered communities is 
another critical factor in the appreciation rate of the housing type, and directs us to look 
toward land use law. Manufactured homes tend to be clustered. As Durst and Sullivan 
write, this either derives from self-sorting manufactured housing residents or land use 
regulations (Durst and Sullivan, 2019). Progressive, anti-exclusionary laws in New 
Hampshire require that most residential districts permit the siting of manufactured 
housing units. However, they can also legally be confined to parks and subdivisions, 
making it more difficult to place them in an unclustered orientation. Perhaps as the 
trend of increased lending continues and the use and benefits of the housing type 
become more widely accepted, town officials will relax any siting restrictions that 
currently exist. A focused study on specific jurisdictions’ zoning codes and associated 
manufactured housing trends is needed to fully understand the relationship of the 
variation of land use laws, unit orientation, and appreciation rate. In addition, a study 
comparing the difference in appreciation rates between various parks and communities 
could clarify the impact of clustering verses park qualities, such as aesthetics or 
infrastructure upkeep.  
 
An important question about what causes manufactured housing’s high appreciation 
variability remains unanswered. One challenge that arose in this study is the hidden 
renovation expenses that result in largely inflated appreciation values. The median 8.8% 
annual appreciation and average 21.3% annual appreciation, therefore, cannot be taken 
literally, though they can show trends among the different groups of units. It is unclear 
what caused this dataset’s lowest rate, a -87% annual average appreciation rate, to be so 
extreme. It could be, per Boehm and Schlottmann’s explanation, that the units are 
simply riskier or more volatile investments than other assets, but it could also be that 
there are many more complex influencing factors that have yet to be uncovered. More 
detailed data regarding the repeat sales units would help produce a clearer 
understanding of the appreciation variability.  
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Recommendations  
Regarding the trend of investor activity in the manufactured housing market in New 
Hampshire, housing advocates should investigate the quality of the improvements and 
whether they warrant the large increase in sales price between sales. If inspection and 
permitting regulations do not already exist for manufactured housing renovations, 
perhaps they should as a way to protect homebuyers from overpaying, and negating 
the economies-of-scale affordability benefit of the housing type.  
 
As seen in the analysis, the availability and use of mortgage financing for a recent sale is 
associated with a higher appreciation since the previous sale. Though the relationship 
between financing and appreciation is more complex than can be explained by this 
study, the finding suggests that supportive financing policy greatly benefits the 
manufactured housing market and homeowners. Further support in converting more 
investor owned parks into ROCs would increase the opportunities and protections for 
homeowners. In New Hampshire, mobile home park residents have first right of refusal 
if their park goes up for sale, but coming up with the funds to purchase the park is still 
a big hurdle. A state project that helps channel Community Development Block Grants 
(CDBG) for this purpose would help overcome this hurdle. According to HUD’s 
website, investing in manufactured home communities is an allowable use of CDBG 
funds (Use of CDBG Funds in Support of Housing, 2020).  
 
As an alternative or in addition, housing advocates or staff at the Community Loan 
Fund should advocate for a state level funding program for the conversion of parks into 
ROCs. The State of California offers a model with their Mobilehome Park Rehabilitation 
and Resident Ownership Program (MPRROP). The program offers long-term, low 
interest loans to organizations or individuals for the conversion of mobile home parks 
to ensure housing affordability (MPRROP, 2020).  
 
Additionally, as stated above, further research should be conducted to understand 
financing preferences and literacy for New Hampshire manufactured home buyers. 
Their preferences and depth of knowledge of financial opportunities determines how 
financing gets used and benefits asset appreciation.   
 
Finally, regarding clustering, specialists working in the ROC realm may promote 
regulations to improve the environment of clustered communities so that it does not 
depreciate the value of the home. For instance, they may determine unit spacing or 
landscaping guidelines that help maintain a pleasant clustered community setting and 
counteract any negative perception of units in relatively close proximity.  
 
Conclusion 
Manufactured housing is gaining recognition for its potential to help solve the country’s 
affordable housing crisis. With its relative affordability, standardized quality, and 
proven durability, it offers an unsubsidized, economical option for low- and moderate-
income households seeking an opportunity for homeownership. The benefits 
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conventionally associated with homeownership, such as equity building, will only be 
associated with the manufactured housing type if it appreciates in the market. New 
Hampshire’s regulatory environment, supportive of manufactured housing, sets the 
stage for strong appreciation. The overall positive appreciation of the housing type seen 
in this analysis is supported by those regulations, as well as the data’s timeframe during 
a positive growth post-recession period (2012-2018). The high variability in 
manufactured housing appreciation seen in previous studies is also evident here in 
every tenure studied: owned units on individually-owned land; owned units in ROCs, 
and owned units with land leases. This study suggests that the use of mortgage 
financing is directly and positively correlated to a unit’s appreciation. On the other 
hand, clustering is correlated with lower appreciation rate for reasons that require 
further investigation. Though this research explores and attempts to interpret trends in 
the data, more research is needed to better capture the determinants of manufactured 
housing appreciation. With a deeper understanding of causal factors, New Hampshire 
can continue to broaden opportunities for the manufactured housing market and 
homeowners.  
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Appendix A: Calculations 
 
Table A1: Calculation for Additional Manufactured Housing Unit Variables 
Variable Calculation 
Average annual 
appreciation  
Appreciation rate =   (  recent sale price    ^  (1/ t2 - t1)  
                                      previous sale price ) 
 
where t1 = previous sale date; t2 = recent sale date 
Age at sale Age = ( Year of recent sale - Year built ) 
Months 
between sales 
The number of months between sales was calculated based on the recent 
and previous sale dates in the original dataset. The DATEDIF() Excel 
function was used.  
Urban, Central, 
Rural location 
 
This attribute was applied using QGIS spatial analysis. Each unit was 
mapped using its given latitude and longitude coordinates. The 2010 US 
Census Urban Area (UA) National Shapefile was also mapped and provides 
geographical boundaries for “urbanized areas” and “urban clusters.”* 
Using the Join Attributes by Location tool, observations of manufactured 
housing units that intersected with and UA or UC designation acquired that 
attribute from the Census shapefile. Units that fell outside of the census 
geometries were given a “rural” designation, the default designation for 
remaining land area.    
*Per the 2010 US Census Urban Area (UA) designation, “urbanized areas” 
consist of 50,000 people or more and “urban clusters” consist of between 
2,500 and 50,000 people. For the 2010 Census, the Census classified all 
housing in both types of areas as “urban,” thus, so does this study. 
(https://www2.census.gov/geo/pdfs/maps-
data/data/tiger/tgrshp2018/TGRSHP2018_TechDoc.pdf) 
Location in 
park, ROC (co-
op), or on 
individual lot  
Observations of units that were associated with a land value were 
designated as “individual lot” placement. Observation of units with 
addresses that match Community Loan Fund’s co-op addresses from their 
database were designated as “co-op” placement. The co-op database was 
provided as a separate excel file by Community Loan Fund. The Excel 
function “index/match” was used to match addresses from the co-op 
database to the repeat sales data. Observations that did not fit either of the 
two categories listed above were designated “park” placement.  
Clustered or 
individual 
placement 
The clustered attribute was calculated and applied using geospatial analysis 
in QGIS. Each unit listed in the original dataset of 10,418 observations** was 
mapped using its given latitude and longitude coordinates. The Distance 
Matrix tool was used to derive a unit’s linear distance to the next closest 
unit in the dataset. Units within 250 feet of another unit were considered 
“clustered.” This measurement was based on the methodology of studies by 
Wubhen and Shen (2004) and Hegji and Mitchell (2000).   
** This dataset does not represent every manufactured housing unit in the 
state, only those with that had recorded sales transactions between 
7/1/2012 and 6/30/18. Because more units exist in the state, this calculation 
may designate a unit as “individually placed” when in fact it is clustered 
with another manufactured housing unit that was not part of the transaction 
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database.  Therefore, the “individually place” designated subset form this 
study may mistakenly include some clustered units.  
Investor Buyer 
or Seller 
The attributes indicating whether the unit was bought or sold by an investor 
was derived from the buyer name and seller name columns in the original 
dataset. If the initials “LLC” or “Corp” appeared in buyer name column, the 
observation was coded with a “1” for a new attribute called LLC buyer, 
otherwise it was coded with a “0” for that attribute. If the initials “LLC” or 
“Corp” appeared in the seller name column, the observation was coded 
with a “1” for an LLC seller attribute, otherwise it was coded with a “0.” 
The ISNUMBER(SEARCH()) Excel functions were used for this process. 
This method does not catch investor or corporate buyers and sellers whose 
names do not include “LLC” or “Corp.” As a results the number of investor 
buyers and sellers may be underestimated, and the group of the individual 
buyer and sellers may actually include some businesses, which is likely to 
inflate the appreciation rate for the “individual sellers” group, and deflate 
the appreciation rate for “individual buyers.”  
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Appendix B: Overall Average Annual Appreciation Rate Results 
 
Figure B1: STATA Output for Average Annual Appreciation 
 
 
 
Figure B2: STATA Output for Average Annual Appreciation (middle 95% of dataset) 
 
  
 31 
Figure B3: Appreciation Boxplot for Whole Dataset (left); and for the 95% Subset (right) 
  
 
 
Figure B4: Appreciation Boxplot by Land Status 
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Figure B5:  Percent Positive Appreciation of various attributes 
Indicator 
Number of units Percent with 
positive 
appreciation 
Positive 
appreciatio
n 
Negative 
appreciation 
Total 
units 
Type of Buyer 
Investor buyer 11 12 23 47.8% 
Individual buyer 131 322 1453 77.8% 
Financing Status 
With financing 407 57 464 87.7% 
Non-financing 735 277 1012 72.6% 
Clustering 
Cluster 1113 331 1444 77.1% 
Non-cluster 29 3 32 90.6% 
Land/Community 
Park 689 212 901 76.5% 
Co-op 197 53 250 78.8% 
Independently-owned 
land 256 69 325 78.8% 
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Appendix C: Regression Analysis 
 
Figure C1: Regression output from Stata 
 
   
 
Note: A P-value of > 0.05 indicates that a variable influences the annual average 
appreciation rate, the dependent variable.  
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Figure C2: Variance inflation factor output from Stata 
 
Note: Low variance inflation factors (VIFs) as seen here indicate that the regression is 
not experiencing multicollinearity of variables. Multicollinearity indicates that variables 
are too tightly correlated to get good estimates of the variable’s individual significance 
as an influencing variable, so it is a technical problem that hampers the validity of 
regression results.  
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Appendix D: Maps 
 
Figure D1: Positive and Negative Appreciation Rate Distribution 
 
 
 
